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REMARKS 



gtatiis of the claims 

,^^33^^^^^ 

because they were asserted by the Examiner to be drawn to a separate invention. Clarms 22-24, 
30and3,have been eanceUed without prejud.ce by the above amendments and newcla.ms^ 

,ines,6to26. New ciaim 33 is supported by the specification, e.g., a, page 20, hne 16, and page 
23, line 10. No new matter has been added. 



Priority 



n, Applicants will 



to regard to the comments on page 2, paragraph 3, of the Office Action, 
short,, submitacertified copy ofthe prion* document (Canadian Patent Apphcation No. 
2,214,841) referred to by the Examiner. 

way as to reasonably convey to one skdled m the ar, that the mventors, atthe time 
apphcation was filed, had possession of the Calmed invention. 

,u , ■ ,99 24 and 30-31. WhUe Applicants do not agree with the Examiners 
Cairns which limit them to the use of ADP-nbosyl transferase C3 . 

(W Cairns 22-24 and 30-3, stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § U2, first paragraph, on the 
(b) Claims zz a pertains, or 

pounds that the speculation does not enable any person skrlled m the 
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with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the invention commensurate in scope 

Wi,htheC ' aim " , Hne 18 to page 9 Hne 5, of the Office Action, Applicants 

From the comments on page 5, line 18 to page y, line j, 

undersold the Examiner, position to be thatthe specification is enabling — ' 

overcoming axonal growth inhibition b y deliver, of ADP-nbosvl C3 transferase to the CN 

PNS mlightofthisconsideratron,^^ 
theclaimslimitingthemtothisembodimentrenderthisrejectionmoot. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants request that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, first paragraph, be withdrawn. 

it s r. SI 12. * r-"P ra r h - rejection ,,„,,,„ 

^^^r^r^ed under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, on the 

From the comments on page 9, line 1 3 to page iu, line o, 
understand me Examiner, position 

• .„" "a 37" "Y-27632", "promoting regeneration", and "damaged neurons are 

under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, be withdrawn. 
^ TTS r ri 09(h) reiections 

"^-^^i^d 30-31 standrejected under 35US.C § 102(b) on the grounds that 
they are anticipated by Somlyo. 

position, in of the above amendments to theclaims limiting mem to the use of ADP-nbosv, 
transferase C3, Applicants submit that the rejection is rendered moot. 
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ApP Hea I ,tssub rai ,,inaddi ti o„, t ha, i nvie W of«heOc,o b er3 1 , 1 997,p ri o rity dateof*e 
instant application, Somlyo is not a prior art reference. As stated above, Applicants will shortly 
submit a certified copy of the relevant priority document. 

(b) Claims 22, 24 and 30-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) on the grounds that 

thev are anticipated by Zipkin et al. 

From lcommen,so» P a g eU,,ines9- 1 4,of,heOfficeAc,io„,Applicantsuners,and 

the Examiner, position to be that, because Zipkin et al. disposes mig2 mutant-mediated 

Applicantssubmi.inaddi^^ 
instant application, Zipkin et al. is not a prior art reference. As stated above, Applicants will 
shortly submit a certified copy of the relevant priority document. 

(c) Claims 22-24 and 30-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) on the grounds that 

they are anticipated by Bartschetal. 

Fro m thecommen,sonpa g en,line,7topa g e,2,.ine2,oftheOfficeAC.n, 

inlsedaxonalregrowth after application of IN-1 antibody specific for the grow* inhibitors 

useofADP-ribosyltransferaseCJ, Applicants submi.th.tthe rejection ,s rendered moot. 

(d) Claims 22-24 and 30-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § , 02(b) on the grounds that 

they are anticipated by Zalishetaf ffce Action> Applicant s understand 

From the comments on page 12, lines 5 iu, or me 

lowing optic nerve crush treannent with gang.iosides which inherently prevents (s,c) OTP 
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Examiner, position, in lightofthe above am e„d m e„,s ,o the c,a, m s H m ,ti„ g *e m «o the use of 
ADP-nbosyl transferase C3, Applicants submit that the rejection is rendered moot. 

( e) C1 ai mS 22,24and 30-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) onthe g rounds that 

they -rri— :;: 

h o„ogena.es w hich comprise administration of C3 transferase to neuronal 

S ubJt» thereferenceanticipatesthereciteddaims. Whi.e Applicants do not agree w* the 

rejection is rendered moot. 

faview oftheaboveconsidera,ion^^ 

U.S.C. § 102(b) be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

^ ftheExaminer would h k e to --^^^^^ 
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Filed herewith is a Petition for Automatic 
any other charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 
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